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ABSTERCT

"lLirguistic ability™ is a widely misused term in
foreign language literature. This confusion prompted an investigation
into language aptitude testing, the specific goals of which included &
determining: the distribution of language aptitude across ability
range; the validity of Pimsleur's suggestions of combined verbal and
auditory scores; and whether students are genmerally ccnsjistent in
their pattern of scoring. On the first day of.the investigation, 160
~students at a high school.in the Sydney suburbs ccagpleted a
questiognaire requesting information about language background and
interests. On the second day 151 of the students (9 were absent) took
the Pimsleur Language Aptitude Battery. The data yielded the
following findings, among others: (1) interest is more important than
I.Q. or any other component of language aptitude in FL.election and
perceived difficulty; (2) evidegse does not support use of a combined-
"verbal®™ and “auditory™ score; and (3) students are not consistently
"above average," ™average,™ or "below average™ in language Fotential.
These and other findings reve the importance of individualized
instruction 'and the dangers of overgeneralization in FL instruction.
This in turn assumes a commitment to the principle of equal
oppcrtunity for students in ¥ew South jales. (Author/AN)
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'Lirguistic apility' 1s a widely used, frequently misused, and moreover,
ambiguous te 1n educational thought and foreign language literature., .
] 4 . .
It 1s a tem co monly heard among teachers referring to the assumed
capabilities andf{or achievement level of certain classes and particular
students. Most equently, "linguistic ability' is defined in terms of
the achievement of certain language goals which are deemed worthiest by
those,setﬁgng the goal. The meaning of 'llngulstlc ability' tends to be
quite arbitrary. r example, the teacher who believes the worthiest
ggal of language stydy to be aural/oral communication would define a
student'= 'Iynguistic ability' in terms of his achievement in speaking \
nd compréhending spqken language. On the other hand, the teacher who
elieves the worthiest goal of language learning to be comprehending
he thoughts.conve through literature would define 'linguistic -
- ‘ability' 1o te of a student's performance in comprehendlng and -
fconveying literary thought. N
When'one unfamlllar wlth the particular goal sele¢tion of the user comes
pon a reference to 'linguistic ability', 1t 1s difficult to know just -
what the user means by the term. Similarly, when a foreign language
course 1s directed to 'gifted' students or students of *marked
linguistic ability', what qualities or characteristlcs 1s the potential
! student supposed to possgss? Is he supposed to have the potential of
being a good writer? or of being a literary scholar? or of being a ,
. comgrehending and discefrning listener? or of being a fluent speaker? or.
) of being able to acquire a native-like pronunciation?or do we simply mean
he 1s supoosed to possess an above average I.Q.777

The meaning of ‘'lynguistic abllity' 1s further complicated by 1its
association with a variety of other factors, such as sex, musical
training, I.Q., bilingualism and interest in FL study, which may not be
relevant to all situations. - Are generalized beliefs such as that tegirls
“are innately better at FL study' really relevant or helpful to. te’lhlng

a forelgn language 1in a partlcular 8chool?

3

[N

-~ In accordance with the educational doct\Ine of 'equallty of opporﬂl
‘\‘\~for all adolescents!', our main task 1s to seek ways of maklng FL

range. This 'ability range' refers to the range of all students f
" the state and across the country, rather than to the limited range}g
’.students presently enrolled in FL classes. To this end, we need t

antentions for FL-Annovations will not be defeated by misconceptioff@
which limit the sphere of those whom we consider to be 'linguisticagg
abiet. - . q

This confusion surrounding *linguistic ability' has led me to cond g
the present investigation into language aptitutde testing\hsing a g
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of lower 3SES Form I students. A test group that was non-representative
5T trz rreszert foreign language enrolments from Form II - Form VI was
rrefepratle Tor several reasons. Many foreign language educalors assume

tha* certalr relationships exist between I.Q., language aptitude
njérest i1n FL study, and interest in a variety of other
suct;ects., These assumed relationships operate to designate
Ac1tly and =z¥plicitly, those who are not 'linguistically able' and
<hhse wnc are 'language material'. If evidence from one school shows
rat *‘hese assump+1ons are .nerther relevant nor helpful 1n a specific
Xi%.a%1or, and that actual student patterns of responses in a given
school deviate from the assumed patterns, then we may leglflmately raise
serious gusstions regarding the walidity of -'sameness' of FL curricula
for aJerJ’school and replace the elitist concept of FL study, FL success,
and FL atility, with a realistic approach to teaching forelgn languages
"across the abllltJ range. . )

\.
LINGUISTIC ABILITY IN THE SYLLABI N

~—

The term 'linguistic' ability' .often appears 1in the pream:cles of foreign
language syllabi to designate which students should enter in which
course or level of study, and what their goals of study should be. The
following excerpts from FL syllabi exemplify the vagueness communicated
by the term.
"THe 2 Unit Course...caters for students of better than average
linguistic ability.
The 3 Unit Course...caters for students of marked linguistic
ability. _
The 2 Unit A Course...is designed fgr those who have an interest
in the study of Hebrew. (N.S.W. Heb syllabus for Form V

and Form VI,)
Taken 1n context 1t 1s implied, by the prgeess of elimination, that

students enrolling in the above 2 Unit A course should be of average
or kelow average 'llngulstlc ability'.

_Slmllarly, the preamble of the new German syllabus in N.S. H. for Form V
and Fbrm VI states:
" ..The 2 Unit Course ig the Core Course and is intended for those
with linguistic and literary interest and ability; the 2 Unit
" A courge i8...for those who do not seek training in written
expressior in German but in reading German texts for general
interest or for specific purposes...The 3 Unit Course is...
. intended for those with outstanding linguistic ability."

In"an analogousstatement, the preamble to the Greek syllabus in N.S.W.
for Form V and Form VI omits the word 'linguistic' altogether:

6
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"The 3 Unit Course 18 intended for students of marked ability who.
" wish to study ‘the subject in greater depth than the 2 imit
Course. " .

" The most curious aspect of the myth surrounding 'linguistic ability’

1s that 1t often appears to be defined after-the-fact; that 1s, we often
implicitly assume that those who study a foreign language at an advanced
level and succeed have 'marked linguistic ability' while those who do
not succeed or do not study at an advanced level do not have 'marked

¢ linguistic ability'. Yet concomitantly, somehow a prior designation
of one's 'linguistic ability' strongly suggests the course of foreign
language study a student will follow, 1f he will follow ohe at all.

An analysis of the context in which the term 'linguistic ability' 1is
us€d here in New South Wales and fhe criteria by which 1t 1s measured,
discloses the operational definition to be 'fluency in conveying,
graphically, one's cbmprehension of language which 1s presented
graphlcqézg.‘ When 'linguistic ability' does not communicate this
speciali! meaning, 1t most frequently becomes synonymous with the term
'general intelligence' or 'I.Q.' The définition tends to be circular.
The accuracy of these definitions are insured by means of the goals set

and the measures of success. ’
- . :::
- .
EFFECTS OF USING THE TERM 'LINGUISTIC ABILITY'
While the definition of the term appears ambiguous, the effects of its
‘usage ayg not. Each year fewer students enter our language classes
as the gelgral secondary population increases 1ip size and diversity.

The elusive 'linguistic ability' phenomenon becomes transmitted to the
students, and by the time of Form II apd Form V foreign language elec-

tion, the average student feels that he would not be suited to such ~
study nor would such study be relevant to him. While those who do
i enrol comprise the highest I.Q. group in the curriculum across the State ™~

of N,S.W., large proportions of language students finish their courses
with feelings of inadequacy because only a few are considered to possegs
'marked linguistic ability' from the beginning, and those remaining

are considered 'avemgge' or ‘poor'. (See Robinson, 1973.)

The situation parallels only too disturbingly Benjamin Bloom's
observation of the American school system:

"Each teacher begins a new term (or course) with the
edpectation that about a third of his students will
adequately learn what he has to teach. He expects

about a third of his students to fail or to just

'get by'. Finally, he expects @wther third to

learn a good deal of what he has to teach, but not '
enough to be regarded ds 'good students' THis set

of expectations, supported by school policies and Q
practices in grading, becomes transmitted to the

students through the grading procedures and through

N o B
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the methods and materials of instruction. The .
system creates a self-fulling prophecy such t}}at
the final sorting of §tudents through the gr

original egpectations.

Thie set of expectations, which fixes the gcademic’
goals of teachers and students, 18 the '
arnd destructive aspect of the present eitcatzonal system.
~ It reduces the aspiration of both teachers and

students; it reduces motivation for learming in

7 students; and it systematically destroys the ego and ,
self-concept of a sizeable group of studente who attend (/ ,
school ... wnder conditions which aré frusfrating an
humiliating year after year (Bloom, 1968).%

Considering the. selectivity of the foreign language candidatures

at both the school certificate and highe® school certificate levels, : )
these expectations are particularly devastating. The 'ordinary' foreign .
language student, even in the bottom third of the classroom, is generally
an average or above average student in terms of general intelligence

and in terms*of the general student population. The lack of success and
feelings of 1inadequacy he may experience lead not only to-a negative -
attitude toward foreign languages, but possibly a®so toward the people :
who speak them.(See Lambert and Gardner, 1962. )

Thus our strategies for providing a modicum of 'bilingual /bicultural"
experiences for our secondary school students have been self-defeating.
Likewise has our effort to instil in our students.a desire for
continued learning been self-defeating. ,

The cdonsequences of categorizing students and determining curricula

on thd basis of a generalized concept such as 'linguistic ability',
which 1y at best, misunderstood and ill-defined, are too serious to be
ignored/ We need to seek an alternative to general 'gbility!
classifications, ’ )

LANGUAGE APTITUDE - A DEFINITION

In order to avoid the.dangers of past associations with the term, we
shall replace the ambiguous term 'linguistic ability' with 'la
aptitude', since the latter has been the subject of pesearch ang
examination for s years, and thus lends itself to a more objective
definition. ,(Carg:?i and Sapon, 1958, Carroll, 1963, 1971; Pimsleur,
1964, 1966.) . ' .

For those who may oppose this replacemenf on the grounds that 'linguistic 3
ability' 18 of a different nature than *language aptitude', a reference

8 ' _\—;f‘\,\*/’
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to the actual term flinguistic' may be relevant.

° In Webster's Unabrldged Dictionary, 'llhgulstlc' is defined asy 7

* "Mof or relating to language or to the knowledge or
study or languages; relating to linguistics or to
the affinities of languages. T

(Webster's Dictionary,
p.’1315)

’
'Llngul‘stics' 18 defined as:

"the study of human speech in its various aspects

(as the units, nature, structufe and modification of .

language, languages, or a language including esp. -
guch factore as phometice, phomology, morphology, e
accent, syntax, semantics, general or philosophical

gramar, called also linguistic science, science -,

of language". s
- . - . (Ibid. p. 1316) /
'Ability' is defined as:

. N }
"1 the quality or state of being able N

S 2 natural talent or acquired proficiency, esp. /
.- in a particular work or activity: aptitude."
. , . (Ibid. p.3) .

Thué“,' one's aptitude for learning languages should, according to
Webster's definition, equate one's 'linguistic ability'.

Pedagogically speaking, how can we define language aptitude so that
- ‘1ts usage may be helpful in determining language curricula and in
- designating the characteristics of students for whom specific classes
are designed? Co

The first important point to be made is that language aptitude is
- defined in terms of the iime it takes to master a foreign language.
' (See previous discussion in STATE OF THE ART, 1973, p. 17-18).
Contrary to po§ular belief, 1t is a composite of psycholinguistic
abilities which everyone possesses. v

\ﬂfa_r as t8 known, any individual who is able to
‘use hig mother tongue in the ordinary affaira of
: .everyday life can also acquire’/a reasonable
. approximation to competence in a second
. language, given time and opportunity to do it."
© (Carroll, 1858, Manual, p.21)
. {

[}
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Inlelduals/vary'only 1in the degrge of language which can be acquired

withina given period of time only under equal conditions of motivation

and glality of 1nstructions. (Carroll, 1963; Bloom,1968.) That 1s, if _
ivation 1s enhanced and instruction 1s modified to attend to the °

Specaial c;Lracterlstlcs of the individual o

evidence to suggest that pupils of differen

levels will not master a similar amount of
period. -

It 1s considered that only 1% to 5%

at the bottom extreme have special
disabilities for particular

learning. Similarly, only l%efg/5% at the
top are considered likely to have a special talent for thesubject. '
(Bloom, 1968 .) B : .
COMPONENTS OF LANGUAGE AFTITUDE = . ) ‘

The factor-analyfic studles'conduéted b

¥ Carroll and Sapon
“determined that the com

posite of abilities termed 'lan

18 made up of "several relatively independent abilities™, (CarrolL
1958.) "Those that have been most clearly identifiéd are honetic
odrng abilit

y grammatical sensitivity, and ;gg/

uctive ability," =
rroll, 1973). Carroll defines phonetic <coding ability as "the

ty to 1dentify, and store in long-term memory, new language sounds
or 8trings of sounds," Grammatical sensitivity 1s defined as "the

individual's ability to demonsirate his awareness’ of the syntactical *
patterning of sentences 1in a }anggage and of the grammatical function
of 1ndividual elements in a sengence." (Ibid,) The third factor
according to Carroll 1is induetive ability, whi h 1n the case of language
learning 1s "the ability to examine language maderial (in either
auditory or printed form) and from this to notice i i
patterns of cbrrespondences and relati

1 and Sapon designed the MODERN LANGUAGE APTITUDE TEST (MILAT

1o measure these abilities by means of a five-part test including © .. —
- number learning, phonetic script

» Spelling. clues, words in Sentences,
and paired associates. A(SQgﬁggrroll and Sapon, 1958, Manuzl, Etéizéﬁr———"——
a'des¢ription of each subtest.) . .

;o

-/
Tgféugh @ series of research studies, Dr, Paul Pimsleur and his ‘f(
asBociates concluded that "Maptitude for learning modern foreign /
lahguages could be defined in terms of three main factors: (1) ferbal -
intelligence, that 1s, the knowledge of words and the ability %o e .
- rdason analytically in using verbal matetials: (2) motivafion, an .

e¥pression of interest in studying a modern foreign language; and
(3) auditory ability, the ability to receive and process information
through the ear." (Pimsleur, 19660, Manual, p,14.) -

“
{

e PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY (PLAB), developed

for use :
es 7-12, contains five subtests to assess different agpeet§73?n/
s Ahese’ factors. These are: ; ; ' ///// .

A
(|
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Interest in learning a foreign language - designed to»g1ve~an”’”“1
indication of a student's motivation . -

Vocabulary - word knowledge 1n English, designed, along with the //////
following section on language analysis, to provide information regarding”
a student's verbal ability and his ability to handle the mechanics of a

foreign language
7

-language analysis - ability to reason logically in terms of a foreign

language. ) 7 L
-

Sound discrimination - ability to learn new phonetic distinctions and

to recognize them in different contexts, designed to test the student's-

ability to hear and retain ngw sounds. )

Sound-symbol Association - an asSociation of sounds with their written’
symbols, designed to measure a student's ability to associate English-
language sounds with their written symbols. (Pimsleur 1966b, MANUAL, ////

pp. 3, 10y 14.) P

According to the author, scores from the v cabulary subtest and the 7
language analysis subt & be combined to give a single verbal ’
ability score. Simildrly, stores on the sound discrimination subtest

and the sound-symbol/association sultest/can be combined to give a

single auditory score. These comblneézfcores may serve to identify

"those who may do well and those who mgy do poorly in the listening -
and speaking phases of language learnyng" and similarly, those who'
may do well and those who may do poorly in the reading and writing
phases of language learning. The validity of using s S
1in all schools will be examined in the present study. /
o4 ,

‘ /
The-'verbal intelligence' factor defined by Pimsleur appears to
include both the 'grammatical senSEtivity' and '1nductéy€/§b411ty'

factors 1dentified- by Carroll and Sapon. Similarly, the auditory

ability factor i1dentified by Pimsleur and associates appears to
approximate the 'phonetic coding ability! factor identified by Carroll
and Sapon. Carroll also underlinesthe role of motivation in foreign
language achievement in his MODEL OF SCHOOL LEARNING. Additionally the
relatively low intercorrelations of the parts within ‘both the MLAT and
the PLAB prdvide evidence that thé abilities measured by each subtest
are relatively independent. Thus, we may conclude that the
investigations of Carroll and Sapon, and Pimsleur and associates

have led to similar findings regarding the-nature of a student's

potential achievement in fopeign language study. . -
LANGUAGE APPITUDE vs I.Q. -

-
[N

The ,research conducted by Carroll and Sapon as yell as that of Pimsleur
and associate s have led the researches to conclude that
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general intelligence or 'I.Q.' may not be used as a synonym for

flanguage aptitude' nor 1s 1t the’ main associate of 'language aptitude’

S

/,
/FaczZ'Lty in learming to speak and understand a FL i8 a
fairly specialized talent (or group of talents) -

relatively independent of those traits ordinarily :
«/included under intelligence." (Carroll, 1963.)

-

//'Carroll stated, that:’

[

.‘/Carroll, however, has stated that the 'inductive :ability factor' found
/! through his facter-analytic study of language aptitude 1s the component %
"/ of language aptitude which is probably most associated with general 4
/ intelligence. (Carroll, 1973) (Evidence from the present study, whij
' does not support this assumption will be dlscussed under 'flndlng"

.
©

learning,

/////Accordlng to Pimsleur's 1nvestigation on,Uhderachlevement in FL

"There does emst a 'talent' for learning foreign
languages - that is, a special factor beyond ’
.intelligence and industriousness which accounts v
for how vell an individual succeeds in a language |,
) course. " Our evzdencekmdwates this sfeciql factor

1tory ab'LZ'Lty, which miy betdefined as~the

abtlity to deceive and process information through
r." (Pimsleur, 1964 p. 135.)

e

-

The preseht research does not deny the exlszgpée of a general
relationship between I.Q. and language aptitide. @y citing the above),
I aim to stress that research to the pregent has found no peculiarly,

strong relatlonrup between I.Q. and ony’s ablllty to master a. foreign

language - ne more so than in the case/of learning jin other areas
the curriculum. - ' //

o = "Within very broad limits, of cmé-se, I.Qvor .

. 'LnteZZ'Lgence 18 q correZate/of foret language success,
but it 18 much less.related to fore language success
than it is to many other types of sehool .courses ...

Most of .the commonly employed /i/o geZZ'Lgenoe ‘tests measure

a number of abilities simult 8ly - verbal ability, ™
reasoning abzlzty, memory ability, and ethers.. While,
a few of these abilities may.be relevant to foreign

h language success, most are not and their net effect s
to depress the' correlation of intelligence with forei
language success.” 1 (Carroll and Sapon, 1959 Manual p.22.)

It ie interesting to note tndt measures of numerical fabi
.comprige one-half. of the standard intelligence tests/.

v
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7 . .
In grder to examine +he relatisnship of I.Q. and language artitude
t.1+hin *he edacational and social context of a particular school,
the present experimental study compares 1.Q. with measures of ‘each ¢
rndividual component of language aptitude as":dell as with other
wariacles cgnsxdered to load heévxl:}’ on I.Q.f‘; such as mot 1va,:clor.al
oriertation toward FL srudy, school aspiratiorn, and favourite sab:ects
1n school, In this pad"’.lcxlar schoonl, I.Q. nas little relationshir 12

shas~serzp cariacies grudied, ~
R " "\

PCTENTIAL DANGERS OF LANGUAGE APTITUDE TESTING .

Marning about tests ’ ) S T
: . ' . D

dent teswing can te a razardous a’é‘tw;,rty 1f the results

reted caut iously. It 1is well-xnown that. judgements made
on the ~ery tests are fallitlé, and we must be careful to give
+2st resilts no more significance than they desarve. The careful
quaiifications of the auth_ors of any well—constructed test are somé-
t1mes i1gnorsd in the final interpretation of the test results by the

- 1ser. .

17 Je 1ng of “the PIMSLEUR MIGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY, the author
cautldhsy ' . '
‘7t should be stressed...that scores for this Language Aptitude
Test, like the results of any test, are merely data about
students... ¥he test scores by themselves provide no clear-cut
sclutions to educational problems, nor can they be expected to
point in methanical fashion to dppropriate .action to be taken by
teachers or other school persomngl.” (Pimsleur, 1966b, Manual, .
’ " p.7.) o

-~
3 L

There 1s a danger that test scores may be treated as defifatave '
s+atements which may lead®to 1inflexible FL programs.

arroll similarly dua;hﬁes.the mphcétmns ‘one may vali_ ly make. .‘
atout the MODERN LANGUAGE APTITL?TESP scores: \\
vThe MLAT doeé not claim to sy uhether an individgal hgs a 4o
' language bloek? or some inherited disposition or t [t which
will prevent, him.from leaming a foreign language—~%t is simply
- afmeasure of the individual's resemt—status with respect to thag.
‘.  partidular ‘ability...” (Catholl and Sapon, 1959, @al, p.20.)
- s » . [} -
This ¢omposite of abilities known as 'la e aptit¥de' only Ertl'allx

ts for foreign language achievement. Anather hazard of _;anguage
aptifude testing 1s that partial information may be treated as a
studept's total potential for success.
w )

- %
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* Supporting a self-fulling prophecy

. s L)
Posgitly the greatest danger of language ap-1tudesftesting 18 that
the.data obtained could bé used to facilitate teaching of the tresegt
sut ject—centred goals rather than to facilitate learning <f student?

' centred goals set according to student needs and specific learming
characteristics. Wwhat could'reqult by ranking ‘tytal scores is the
replacement of hierarchical tability' classifications nased on

«Qs DR hrerarchical 'language aptitude' classifications based on
e tegd results. Ranking students into three or four ma JoT categories

baded on total test scores would assume that students are general}ly

'podr!, 'good', or 'superior' on ail parts of thé language apﬁ;&ide —

.%esYys, which may not be the case. ,

Hierarchical classifications may lead to exclusion ﬁ(gm FL study of a
large number &f students (presumably thos8™who ranked®in the bottom
third) and/or discrimfhation against others in terms of goals set, .,
method Bf instruction, ard practices in grading. As Pimsleur states;

! "o child should be barred From the opportunity to study -
a foreign language.” (Pimslewr, 1966a.)

.

This implies that no child should be barred either implicitly by__

the setting of gdals and standards 1nappropriate.to,him, nor explicaitly
on the basis of 'cut~cff' scores which tend to exclude the bottom

third or fourth of an average group. In an educational ssetem

built on the principle, of 'equality of education for all adolescents!',
1t would appear that. 'cut-offs'.could apply only in the severesi cages
of language retardation where time might:be more efficiently spent

1n remedial training in the native language. What should be barred
according to such an educational philosophy are unrealistic
expectations at both:ends of the achievement scale. ’

"We have for so long used the mormal curve in grading etudents
that we have come to believe in it. Our achievement measures
are designed to detect differences among our learmers, even if
the differences are trivial in temme of the subject \natter‘.) .
If ve are effective in owr instruction, the distribution of
achievement ghould be very different from the normal curve. In
fact, we may even insist that oureducational efforte have been
wnsuccess ful to the extent to which our distribution of )
achievement approzimatee thg normal distribution.” (Bloom, 1368,
O , . p.2.)
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If we use language aptitude test scores prlmarlly for the purpose “of -
predicting the overall achievement of an individual, relative to ,
other 1nd1v1duals, we may run“the risk of again categorlslng students ~

- based on a generalszed concept and losing information regardlng

' specific learning differences. It is this specific information which
may help us to improve the effectiveness of instruction for all students
across the ability range. .Using general classifications which lack
such diagnostic information may insure a student's place in the
'ability range' and support the self-fulfilling prophecy which
encourages optimum achievement for some and discourages achievement
for others. : -

- . - ,

SPECIFIC GOALS OF THE PRESENT PROJECT - A SUMMARY ’

-

The specific goals of this project are:

. 1) to determine the distribution of language aptitude
" across the ability range in an entire Form I of a
particular high school in the Sydney area servmg a .
predomlnantly lower SES community. - '
+ 2) to determine the manner in which individual scores
on the subtests cluster, that is, .
i, to_determine whe Pimsleur's suggestlons of
combined verbal uditory scores vahdl;
represents combinations made by students in'a given
school, and -

o

11. to determine whether students are generally
. . . consistent in, their pattern of scoring, being
’ consistently poor, average, or superior on all
: subtests, thereby reflecting the usefulness of
classifying students in a particular school on the
basis of total PLAB scores,
¢ 3) to systematise the pattern of individual studeut
Y « strengths and wea.knesses in language aptitude, wrth ag
' 2 viéw to: .
" i, curriculum design (say the instruction of units .
of work for specific purposes)

. ii. placement into qualitatively different F classes
L . X based on clustering of spec1f1‘c language aptitude
. abilities, .
4) to exanmine the rela?l::.onlth in the school of 1.Q., o
A previously measured, to each component of languagé
»» aptitude and to examine the specific assumption that
K the subtest on’'language analysis' thought to involve
. . inductive reasoning ability and grammatical’ reasoning .
ability is more highly correlated with I.Q. than the
other language aptltude vanables in_the school. .

5 .
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to examine’ the interrelationship. in the school

between the specific subtests of the PLAB with I.Q.,
musical training, bilingualism, desire to elect FL
study in Form II before school intervention and
motivational orientation of that decision, school
‘aspiration and vocational aspiration, in order to
establish the relevance of applying generaliZed beliefs

and general ability clasgsifications to all school
situations. » ) :

!

DESIGN

On two successive days during the first term of the 1974 school year,
the Form I students of a co-educational high school in thé outer
suburbs of Sydney regponded to a questionnaire prepared by the
investigator and the PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY. (PLAB.)
Part 1 of the PLAB which requested *grade-point-average' was excluded
due to a lack of this information. The 160 students tested were .
éngaged 1n the first term of a course.entitled, 'An introduction to
foreign languages'. - The same language »teacher instructed all the '
language classes. ) '

A 1

-

The students ranged in I.Q. from 76 to 130+ with average I.QL S
equal to 100, which indicated that the group wag representative of the
‘population in this regard. The standard deviatfon was 4 points less
than the normal S.D. of 15, which made the tesyf group just slightly
less heterdgeneous in 1.Q. than is the entire form I population.

On the first day of -testing, the students completed a questionnaire
requesting information as to their language spoken at home, previous
second language training, musical trainjnggoutside of school, .
favourite and least favourite subjects ln.;%ol, ‘intention to elect
FL study for the coming year in Form II and reasons for this decision,
favourite and least favourite components pf‘ their present FL :

instruction, intended length of stay at school, and vocational -
aspiratioen. ’ ™ ~

.
~
-

T w. - .
The quesfionnaire also requested information régarding the studenis’
. desire 4o trdvel abroad and their impressions of and experiences
with peoplé of different nationalities. (These findings will be
reported separately and discussed at length 1in a_:for‘thcommg’ paper.

e . A . [ - -
On the second day of testing, 151 students in the test group respon.
to the 'PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTIIUDE BATTERY, designed for use in Forme. °
1-V1 (or grages 7-12.) Nine studénts of the total test group
. were absent®dm this day. Additionally one tlass of 28 students did
not cofiplete the last subtest on sound-symbol associdtion. Therefor:,
total PLAB scores and patterns of individual response on the PLAB .
were not calculated for these 28 students. However, their scores s
were included in all other calculations. e
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The data were interpreted by a varlety‘of analyses 2 Responses which
could be categorised ordinally were assigned numerical values.
Relationships between variables categorised ordinally were established
by means o;ﬁp/correlatlon matrix. In the case of responses which had no
ordinal meafiing, responses were grouped into non-ordinal categories -
that were operationally defined. Cateogries of responses for each

- variavle were then cross-tatted with ordinal and non-ordinal

-

categories of responses on other individual variables. A profile of
responses for each student was established, and a2ll the variables were
analysed by means of a cluster analysis to see which variables formed
ma)or groupings or clusters, afd how they divided 1into subgroups or
smaller clusters. Additionally, individual patterns of student
responses on the PLAB variables 3-6 were estdblished by arranging each
student's scores from best to worst on the subtests for vocabulary,.
language analysis, sound discrimination, and sound-symbal association.
Comparability of these subtests which included unequal numbers of 1tems
and unegual weightings was established by ranking the scores on each

subtest and comparing the ranked scores for each student. - \
» h K
L | \
FINDINGS ~ T -— '

The results of the study apply only.to the specific context i§~wh§eh -
they were obtained and may not generalized to other 'schools or*schools
in general. The purpose of the study is to debilitate the usage of
generalizations by investigating the particular characteristics of
students 1n one particular school. An underlying principle supporting
the study 1s that curriculum decisions should be as personal to ¥he
needs of individual students as 1s possible and that unlfonn,ced%ﬁal-
ized decisions about ¥L learning are partly responsible for the S

%

contemporary decline in student numbers. ﬁ‘

All data were collected at the beginning of term I, prior to any \?

form of implicit or explicit school intervention regarding who S%
should elect FL study in Form II The data only represents a az
student's present status with refard to his school and vocational Wi -
aspirations and his intention to elect FL study in Form II. \Kﬁ
VARIABLES SHOWING LITTLE IMPORTANCE IN THIS SCHOOL I ' \'Xf K
Sex

In this particular study, sex was not related to any aspect of .
language aptitude, nor to-any form of school or vocational aSpiratidh.f‘:-
The only difference. that did appear revealed an interesting

juxtaposition of past findings (Wykes and King 1968.) There was a slight

2 I am indebted to Mr. Peter Hall, Chief Research Officer, Centre for
‘Research in Learning and Instruction, N.S.W, Department of Education,

for the computer programming. ' .
) : - “ 5 1 7
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. was observed between musical training and the subtest om sound

. 8ttained prior to the age of twelve, no relationship was observed

Bilingualism was not hegatively related {o I.Q. or any variable .
of the study.. In fact, there .!ggg a slight tendency for bilinguals to,

—plan on i in school lo ihan monolinguals for. thlspgzoup‘o£—f e
students, = Bilinguals in this school were children of mlﬁﬁants.' A
L. - S 4 i

‘a student's expressed desire to elect FL study in Form II. (It .

© 14e

'
.. . ; .

instruction than girls, although girls found present study

slightly less difficult than boys as compared to t other studies.
Girls also tended to have more musical t&alnlng outside of school than
boys.

tendency for bo,;s to, be more interested in their phg}i;f FL

+
- .

7

Musical training .

In order to determine whether musical tfainlng outside of school
was related to ability to perform auditory tasks for this group of
students, musical training was included in the study, No relationship

discrimination, sound-symbol association, or any other variable in the
study. This finding coincides with the recent findings of Jacobsen and
Imhoof, 1974, who di1d not find any relationship between proficiency in,
speaking and musical training in their test grotip. Of course, in

both instances, degree of musical tralnlng might not reflect musical
ability.

«

Blllgggglism‘ .
Unlike the findings of Jacobsen and Imhoof who found.a positive i
relationship between proflclehcy 1n speaking and bilingualism - K

1n the present study between hlllnguallsm ‘and any aspect of language
aptitude tested. The bilinguals, 'however, did show a slight tendency
to desire election of .FL in anzc;l more than the monollnguals._

<

Measures of I.Q. did not prove to be very helpful for foreign langusige .
planning in this school. There was no relationship observed between
I.Q. and Pimsleur's measure of interest.in learnlng a language or with

must be stressed that thesp responses were obtaired prior to any form ~
of school intervention that.may occur at the actual point”of
choosingszelective subjects.) Similarly, I.Q. did not appéar to bde

related a student's expressed difficulty of present FL instruction

as compatred to his other subgects. A particularly 1nterest1ng\£1nd1ng

" was the observed weak relationship between 1.Q. and the PLAB subtést -

on languase analysis which wag designed to predict for one's ability
to handle the grammar of a language. In this study, I«Q. was more
weakly related to the subtest won ‘'language analysis' than to any of .
the other PLAB subtests including wpcabulary, sound dlscrlm\natlon,

. and sound-symbol association. ) h .
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- Difficulty ‘

The students' expressed difficulty of the present FL instruction

as compared. to their other school subjects did not show any
relationship to-their expressed attitude toward election of FL study

in Form II. Similarly, when asked to explain the reason for their
attitude, fewer students mentiored reasons of 'difficulty or ease' than
anything else mentioned. T,

Contrary to what one might expect 1f sound discrimination were an
important component of the present language instruction, the bottom
third of students on the sound discrimination task based FL,elect;on/
.non-election least of,all on difficulty. ' :

There was also no observed relationship between expressed diffitulty
and a student's I1.Q. or his total PLAB score. The implication 1is

that within this particular test group, generalised abllityzzn the form
of I.Q. or language aptitude does not necessarily relate to the degree
of difficulty or ease a student encounters in his language study.

Other factors in"the learning environment 1tself, such as the planning
of effective instructten in terms of goals and methods appropriate to
the students, may affect student experience more than his general
ability. , =~ C .

—

Utility - ) - . ,

When students were asked to explain why they would or would not

like to elect FL study in Form II, or what their decision would depend

upon 1f they were undecided, very few students based their decisidn |

upon 'utility' - e.g. degree of 'usefulness' of the subjéct for travel
" or vocation. Out of the four categories of responses expressed,

which included 1nterest/non-interest; external conditichs; utility; *

and difficulty, only 33 out of 160 students mentioned reasons relating
. to 'utility'. 1In this school, lack of 'use' for a foreign language

does not appﬁir to be the main cause for lacﬁ/pf desire to enrol in

Fbm II. ~ k. e \ .

VARIABLES SHOWING SALIENT IMPORTANCE IN TﬁiS‘SCHDOP/;:;__

+  The role of interest - .
The finding most relevant to planning optimgl FL instruction in this’
sthool is that intergst was more strongly related to a student's
intention to elect FL study in Form II than any other variable in the
study; “including all the 'ability' variables. )

o~ ~
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In a technological society becoming 1 z more pragmatic, 1t

has often beé¢h claimed that sch094/65%%§§§§i§§%55330me more practical

and useful 1n orientation if they are to motivate and attract
students, Often the decline in FL study has bden attributed tov lack
of direct usefulness of the. subject for vo urposes, whil IR
those who try to encourage FL enrolmeris often|[appeal to the ugefulness -
< of knowing another language for travel. This ¢laim does no
elevant to this particular group of students.| Observed findings 1in

this school suggest that these particular students are mére _.

'integratively' oriented toward FL study and mesat frequently choose
against FL study when 'integrative! motlvation:qg;ﬁ:ﬁ?tssag;gfied.

~

For example, while explaining the reasons for 9h€f;/;ttitude toward
FL election, students attributed FL election or non—el:zrion
1nterest/non-interesf'tw1ce as often as to anything el th;ff;égressed.
The same finding re-appears in the cross-break table between responses
of 'what subject students like least' and 'FL election in Form II'.
For the few students who chose present FL instruction as the sub ject
they liked least, lack of interest was expressed as the reason for non-
election twice as often as any-other reason, such“ah difficulty or lack
of use. - '
. The significance of 'interest' to FL planning in this school contimually
re-appears throughout the correlation matrix, the cross-break tables,
and the cluster analysis. The twenty-two variables cluster into two
major groups8., One group includes the basic 'ability! variables as well
.as what students like most and like ledst about FL study. The other
. .~ group includes what we may call the 'non-ability' variables. The most
important feature of the groups is_that Pimsleur's interest item, the .
investigator's comparative interest item, and.student reasons fer
1ntention to elect or decline to elect FL study cluster together with
the 'social' variables, such as school &spiration, vocational
aspiration, and bilingualism.as well as comparative difficulty of FL
study, rather than with the ®bilit$' varigbles such;s I.Q., the PLAB
total, and PLAB subtests. e 25, )
When an analysis was made to determine the';ggatignship between )
academic interest, 'ability' - i.e. I.Q. and 'language aptitude' - .
- and type of motivational orientation with respect to FL election,
1t was clear that all students across the ability and language
aptitude rangein this school were equally interested in FL study
and equally diverse in their motivations for FL election or non=-
election in Form II, prior to any school intervention at the actual
time of FL electioh. This finding was observed through the division -
of scores on I.Q., the total PLAB, and each of the language aptitude )
subtests into three groups (top third, middle third, and bottom third)
which were then cross-tabbed individually with the following -
variables: ' 1) what students like mosteabout present FL-study, 2)
- comparative interest of present FL study, 3) intention to elect
FL study in Form II, 4) reason for expressed attitnde toward Fomm II

»

Q : r\{) S .
o . ) < .
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Fl. election, 5) comparative difficulty of present FL instruction, °
6) students' favourite subject in school, 7) students® least

favourite subject 1in school, and 8) school aspiration.

Results showed that those students in the top third on 1.Q. or on any

. subtest were not more 'integratively oriented' than students in any
other group, which reconfirmed the lack of correspondence between
tinterest' in present FL study and 'linguastic ability’ or- 'general
ability' for this group of students. If anything, - interest was more
frequently the basis of FL election or non-election among the middle
and bottom groups. Fewer students in the bottom third I1.Q. group gave
tuti1litarian' reasons than did those in either of the othen I.Q. groups.

Similarly, when basis of FL election was cross-tabbed with *fdvourite
subject 1n schpol', 'utility' was the category least frequently

expresseinby those who preferred non-academic subjects. On thé other

hand, more ents whose favourite subject was English express&ed :
utilitarian reasons for FL election/non—election than reasons in;amy -
other category. The cross—tabulation between'school aspiration' )
and 'interest 1n FL study'(prior to school intervention at the -

actual time of election) again confirmed the lack of association between
tinterest' and any form of ‘'elitism'. S > ‘

Thus, we may conclude from our findings that tinterest in FL :
study'1s at least as important a factor, 1f not more so, in the case

of the non-academically oriented, average I.Q., average language '
aptitude, and non-university oriented student in this school as it is

-

with the'academical%y eljte population. : Lo Ao

What the findings consistently underline is probably something we
_have always known, though perhaps less frequently put into serious
' practice: above all, make FL study interesting to the students! In
this school, interest is more important to FL ‘election and to a student's
perceived difficulty of the course than is I.Q. or any component, of -
1 language aptitude. B '

What students like most about FL stugl‘

Having obssrved that ‘interest! is the component of FL study most
crucial to FL planning in this school, the findings which shed light
. op the specific nature of 'interest'“are‘particularly'valuable. What
aspects of the present FL instruction wer®: the studerts most interested
: in? What did, they like most and least about the present FL course?
e .
T Overwhelimingly, Form I students in this school expressed !'speaking'
as their, favourite aspect of the present FL instruction. (The
category 'speaking' included 'saying words % Yspeaking! and 'speaking
‘to communicate with other peoplet.) 'Speaking? was clearly favoured
by the majority of all students.in this group, across the ability range,
notwithstanding differences in academic orientation, school aspiration,
vocational aspiration, I.Q. and/or language aptitude. :




+

dThlsiflndlng'was observed through a variety of cross-break tables,
'Speaking' was mentioned as the favourite aspect of FL instrucfionh
over iwice as often as anything else mentioned. (For a description
of the eight categories expressed, see Appendix, p.42.) On the other
hand, 'speaking' was rarely mentioned as what students disliked most.
Surgrisingly, no one mentioned any aspect of 'reading' or 'writing!
as their favourite aspect of the course,¥

Not only was 'speaking' favoured by the majority, but 1t was also
preferred more frequently by the higher ability groups and academically
'+ oriented than by the lower ability groups. For example, those who

' preferred 'speaking' were much less‘often those who disliked Maths and
English. The majority of those studentsd who disliked non-academic
subjects liked 'speaking' the most. On the other hand, the vast
majority of the small group who disliked 'speaking' were in the bottom
third group on 'language analysis'. Similarly, the bottom third I.Q.
. group disliked 'speaking' more frequently than any other group. This
Juxtaposition (which pertains only to the small group of students who
disliked 'spéak1ng') was reconfirmed in student attitudes toward
'writing', A surprisingly low number of students i1n the bottom third
of the sound discrimination group disliked 'writing' the most. 'In
contrast, more students in the lop third of 'sound discrimination?
disliked 'writing!.than did studentslin any other third.

Thus, the 'less able! students in this school from the point %f
view of lahguage analysis, sound discrimination, -and I.Q. clearly
"had less objection to written work than other groups. ' Therefore,

1t would be folly to arbitrarily agsign 'less able' "students in this
school to classes which emphasized 'speaking' as,it would to
arbitrarily assign those of 'marked linguistic ability' to classes -
which emphasized 'writing'. The belief that 'speaking' should be -the
goal of FL study primarily for the lower ability, non-academically
oriented groups is clearly irrelevant to language planning in this
school. ) :

‘e
r

3 To ensure that the categories were not exprdssed in direct -

' proportion to the amownt of clase time devoted to each category,
the teacher estimate of time allocated to specific sRills was .
obtained.~ Aecording to the teacher, approximately equal amounts of
class time were dedicated to oral/aural 8kills, reading/writing, '
and background/cultural studies.

¢ To determine the gmbabilify of these nélatiqnshipa oecurring
by chance, expected frequenciee for numbers in euch cell of the.
cross break tables were caleulated on the basis of random placement.

Only thoee relatiomshipe which diverged greatly from the -
expectancy are reported harg. . o

I
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Due to the 1mportance of student interest, and the expressed student
interest in 'speaking', 1t might be well to emphasize 'speaking' as

the principal goal of all language classes 1in this school. For the
small .group who.d¥sliked speaking and appeared less able in terms of
language analysis, sound discrimination, and I.Qe., 1t would be necessary
to allow ample opportunity to process information by other means 1in
addition to aurally -‘e.g. allow 1nternalization of the rules

necessary for 'speaklng‘ through written practice. This group of
students might also develep a written project relating to the themes
being conveyed through the spoken word which could account for a sizable
* portion of their class work. ' |

This type of '1ndividualisation' which should be based on student

needs accords with the other main finding regarding the nature of
student interests and-dislikes. In this school the most frequently
expressed dislikes mvolved what may be termed'course-pupil’

interaction - 1.e. how the-course appeared to them, such as interesting,
boring, useful, useless. The numbers 1n-the latter category were too
small to be meaningfully subdivided further. What is sighificant

18 that the main dislikes 1involved the relationship of the course to

the pupil, which underlines the need for individualisation of FL

study in this school.té adapt to specific learner needs and interests.
And for this group of students, thé principal interest with ‘respect

to FL study. is learning to speak the language.

¥ 4 :

§pﬁnd;§xgbol Association

The PLAB variable which appeared most significant to FL planning in
thig school was sound-symbol association (SSA). This subtest was
designed to ‘measure a student's ability to associate a gound with its
corresponding written symbol. ) -

In this grqup;\the subtest on sound-symbol association accounted for
more of the variance of the PLAB total than any other subtest. This,
finding coincides with the results obtained from administering the

PLAB to a large sample of 7th grade studenis in the U.S, However,

to a large extent this feature was built intg the test itself by virtue
of the heavy weighting given SSA. If the PLAB has predictive value. for
success in FL tlasses, and scores on sound-Bymbol aseociation account -
for more of the total than any other subtest, then we may assume that
prediction of success in FL classes 'ismgpt related to this variable.
In Australia this will apply only if we assume that our definition

was validated in the U.S, - (See Appendix, p. 46 for intercorrelation of
the parts.) 2 R ‘ ‘

B =
what .is particularly relevant to language planning in the school
studied is the relationship of * sound-symbs&l -association' scores
to the other variables in the study. Not.only was the 'SSA score
related to the subtest on vocabulary, sound disoriminatiom, and the

.

and measureménts of success are similar to those by which the PLAB « -



' PLAB tqtal, but 1t was also related to a student's least favouri
subject 1n school and his expressed difficulty of the présent

instruction as compared to his other school subjects. Scores, on
variable in’ the stdéif/i:As mentioned previously, 'Ta

was less related to I.Q. than any other subtést. .In

findings obtained from the U.S, sample of 1,201 7th grade students,
'language analysis' was the onlj subtest whlch was not reI;ted to .
*sound-symbol association'. i T

4 il

If student’dlffl plty of the present FL instruction as well as

use by giving tudents specxal training in thls area. Lack of ablllty
to associate dn oral sound with its corresponding written sjmbol

also a particular problem in this school as shown in the student/y!g
questionnaires. Therefore, improverient of this skill may not oaly “help
a student's achievement 1n FL study, but might also improve his native
language expression, which also calls heavily upon this skill. Such
remedial treatment of specific psycholinguistic 8kills in the forelgn
language classroom might finally help fulfil the claim that JFL study can
increase one's native language proflclenéy. , ﬁ’

o

- e

Thus, the findings of the study again underline the need for '
individualigzation of FL instruction in -this 8chool and indicate'an
important component of the individualization- that is needed,

-

How ;mpqrtant-is overall ability? ' . ' rd

Prior to 1mp1101§[and eIpllClt school. intervention at/th//ﬁctual*
time of electing subjects, 'ability' in terms, of I.Q« and/or language
aptitude was not observed to be rélated to 1) a student's liking of
certain subJects - 1.e. his academic drientations” 2) his school .
aspiration O8r 3) his interest in FL study,f?r/the.fbrm I students in
this particular school P '-.% o
v ' ©
What emerges through a. series of cross-bredk tables is that 'abili
does not always coincide 'with academ1c orientation and school /
aspiration. For example, over half the students who disliked Eyfllsh
most were <in’the. Top third 1.Q. group.

Similarly,’ those who scéred higher on the 'language analysis'
subtest tended to choosé academic subjects as their favourite
subjects less often than the reverse. There was also-a tendency

'for students who scored higher on the 'sound-symbol association!
subtest to -choose academic subjects as the ones they disliked most.
The same pattern emerged in the relationship between scores on 'sgound
d180r1m1nat10n' and'school aspiration': there wag a sllght,jendency
for those who scored higher, on this subtgst Yo have a lower school
..asplratlpn. . . -
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elthough $he correlatlons obtained are weak, the pattern gains

strength by being reconfrrmed through:the correlatlons of severa

different pairs of variables.
»

-

who like academic subjects or those who plan_to stay at schoo
are very signifacamt to FL education “1n this school. Ehuat;éi

(D

significant 1s the lack of any observed positive relationship between
'abilitys and 'interest! in eleeting FL prior to scho intefvention,
discussed earllerh‘/&heEE*uaa also no evidernce observe ply that
in the school ‘speaklng' would be a more valid goal of FL study for

the/t1ess able' 1n terms of I1.Q. or language aptitude.

subjects for one reason-or another. Perhapa our previgus ambi
to the méaning of 'linguistic ability' has contribute

fact quite 'linguistically able' to take FL study.

students vepy able in some areas may not perceive of/ 1

’ such and mgy ténd to leave school early due to lack/of oopgruence
between ho>1 goals and their partlcular areas of
impli%it messages related to 3001a1 variables
A very interesting pattern emerged regarding wi
variables. These varlables include school asp ration, vocational

of these 'social! varlables ‘on school b v1our could be of utmost e

In the flrst 1nstance, it was méntlo interest: in FL study, - - .

any of the 'ability' variables. JIn fact, one of the highest oorrelatlonn
obtainéd in the study was betweeyf school dspiration and«hlnterest in
learning a foreign language, as measured by the“PLAB. e . "

P

ve

e

Vocational aspiration was positively relgted to éTect
in Form II and to academic orientation . Academlc orientatiaon -Was M7
R -~ also positively related to sex, (There was a slight' tendency for~gzris wxéﬁ,

2D
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to prefer éca@emlc subjects %o\non-academac subjects more thé.n /

bo/s.) ‘ '

variables“and é'ny 'ability' variables, and the contrastingly condistent
positive inter-relationships between difficulty of FL study wity/the
'social' variables form a consistent pattern. It may be inferred that
unfounded ‘and arbitrary 'ability' expectations are imposed upon’ the FL
curriculum and upon students of certain 'social! characteristi¢s at the
actual time for Form II election of F dy. - Perhaps there is an -
implicit message conveyed that FL study is\pelevant primaril) to those

who are 'academgcally oriented', who inté&hd; nbiguing to tHé HSC and -
who aspire towijd vocations involving tertigry training.  As a result,
enrolment in §L;study tends to parallel thesexpeckations set, and goals

of instructiog gnd evaluatidn reinforce them, *-(See Robinson, 1973.)

The consistent lack of positive relationship between any of the %ocial'

A}

. Awareness of the kinds of factors that may -gff'ect./&?L curyiculum, FL

»enrolments, anpd ‘student FL experlenc»e may pel.‘,%o strengthen our efforts

N "toward provigding tqual opportupity of FL study for the maJ\org‘ty.
. . . ® _— ) o . S L
' . s INDIVIDBAL PAWE}‘H\IS QF STUDENT RESPONSE 61\7 THE PLAB ;“ o o,

- LA - . - - 3ge
‘Frém the study’of individual patterns of student résponses-6n the PLAB “3' .
there is strong evidence against rejecting or even cla H fying students
in this schogl on the- basis of generalized scores 1"as I.Q. or the
total PLAB/',' There-1is E]:so stz;gmg evidencq‘ agai c{[a851fyé,;g,~:t..iepts“

on the bagis ‘.9{"%' comblnéd,,!y’grbalescore' anda combined -tauditory T TTreewa ]
- gcore', o AT Y ’ -

LI ] T, |

1

Py o . ) e .
congiftently eit’ﬁer Lp‘o{r‘; 'avexége" or 'above average'?

Are students

Referri ‘fanguage studemﬁs 'poor!, 'average'!, or 'above average'
18 a commo gtice. I1.Q. scores and total language aptitude scores,
. divided into three major groups on the ‘basis of rankéd scores, ave
-//‘ . often used tojclassify students as !poor!,’ ‘average', or ‘above’
average'. Such classifications bf &tudents imply. a consistency of .
student behayiour 'or potential behaviout wit® respeét to language -
e qchlevement/‘q;gene_i'al‘,. ox aghievement. 0f the specifig classroom:goal‘s
~-» 1nstructed in"particular. Lo . E ‘ L.

The patterns, gf these studentd reveal that students are not «consis- .

w

YT tently 'above average', 'average' or 'below average' in language -
’ potential, if(the terms gre to relate to an individual's sctual -
' lahguage ypti ude abilities, rather than solely to his 'overall' place

LT “/An a group, which could just“as well be measured by his I.Q.

P eyt Ané.lyé.;is\of the discrepancy betweén each studer}t;s scores on the

kit individual subtests showed that a given stufent's score on at least Sy
s/ ofie subtest was a minimum of three times greater or less than his /-
/score on’.another subtest in 62 out of the 123 pa.ttexjn_sjanalySedj M S
— N ‘ . ., . .- Lo vy R
AR 5 Subtest geores were standardized so that aubtes‘ts',éantaining, RS
T ‘ILC © differént nutbére of items' and wnequal weightings’ oould be compared. < -
B » R ‘;/‘/ o . ¢ ) N .. a7 o ’
,"" n . . ‘ /,- ,‘ / . Y .£6 L ‘ Lo “
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Frequently; the four varieoles clustered i1nto two pairs whlch were
equally disctrepant. L -

Do 'verbal clusters' and *auditory clusters' dccur naturally?

- ~

. ’

The way :n which the four subtests clustered 1nto pairs 1s particularly
interésting., Pimsleur (1966t ) has suggested that vocabulary and
language "analysis scores be combined inid a- *verbal score'to predict
how well a student will do in"the ,written aspects of the language

~ programme. Similarly, He has. Suggested that sound discrimination and

_‘spund-symcol associatiop sqg;es be combined’ into an tauditory score!

* to predict hoW well a student’ will do 1in the oral/aural components
of the course. These combined scores are ‘also supposed to suggest the
area{s) of study that will.need special-attention. . .

4

~. The assumption underlying the suggestiop of combined ve¥bal and auditory
is, that. a‘glvencsgudent!s‘lé aptitude abilities, as
measured ‘by~the four subtests, will cYuster naturally into two pairs,
one anl&gggg the subtests on vocabylary and language analysis, and
the other 1nclud1ng the subtesis 0 sound discrimination and sound-
symbol association.. The suggestlon implies that a studentls abilities
w111 de‘relatively consistent within each - ‘palr.

'
N -

An anal?sis of each student's, pattern of response on the PLAB was
undertaken to establish the way in which subtests clustered for each
individual, and to determine each student's best and worst scores. In
this school the 'verbal pgir' and the 'auditory pair' did not occur
more - Prequentlj than several other pairs of variables., Fbr,example, ‘s,
the pair including "language analySLS and auditory disirimination'
(varlaales 4-5) and the pair including 'vocabulary and sound-symbol
association' (variables 3-6) clustered together as a student's best
pair of SCores approximately as frequently as the assumed 'verbal
- score'{variables 3-4) and the 'auditory score' (variables 5-6).

RS

K -

'Frequently, there were large discrepancies within pairs, and extent
of ability in one component .did not parallel extent of ability in the
other. For example, 'sound discrimination' was more.frequently a

_ stadént's best score than any other PLAB variable. (See.Appendix,

p. 34, for d1 of individual score patternms. ). Conversely, tsound-
symbol a38001at10n _(the other component oY Pimsleur's 'auditory score')
was more frequently a student's wWorst score than any other PLAB

A rigdle. (Theqlatter confirms the pafticular problem of SSA observed

k,/’: 1 th18 school and discussed previg . : ) s - Ll

¢ e o a0 .8 ° ‘.-.-
gt R % e vr BN -t S

Frerefore, the evidence does not aupport' relevant usage of the
combinéd 'verbal-score! and 'auditory scox\' if ‘actual student

. behaviour or potential,stident behatvidur is\supposed fo be weflected
by them or modlf;eueusmg the ‘informatiom gained by them, Such -
1nfbrnat1on may we m1alead1ng rather t helpful. An eXtiremely
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‘ the other component of the co:nbma{:lon. Similarly, the total PLAE
scores, lixe I.Q. scoreg, of little use because mfon‘ation a: to
specific learhing qharactemistics 1s lost.,

In order to use predictivy méasureé for improving instruction and h;ncé
facilisating learmng £6r a given group of students, knowledge.of ¢
their specific areas/of strengths and weaknesses are the most.relevant.

Implications for one ent ) . . '

. .
¢
.

To sum up the implications of th¢’ aforementioned findings, le} us '
- see _how they may affect one stwdent in this school. A typical example
15 e student who was ranked 109th (out of 123) 1p part 4, languags
analysis, and 91st in part 6, sound-symbol association. (1t, should be ~ -/
noted that these are the two parts which were more often the most .

difficult for the majority of students in this schbol.) On the other
hand, this Same ‘student was ranked only 42nd in part 3, vocabulary,

~and 23rd 1n part 5, soudd discrimination. (The latter was more .
often the best score for these stiudents.) In terms of hig {otal PLAB
score, this-student was ranked 52nd, clearly in the bottom half of ‘
his group. ‘ .. - . T e

- .

Placement by previous procedures using the combined 'verbal score', the )
combined 'auditory score'. or the PLAB total, wbuld either exclude this
*student from language study or designate him as 'poor' or 'below -
average', at ‘best. . j "

- -

-

This student could rep t the tragedy of misusing modern testing
techniques and cautionsyfus against over-zealgus behaviour in 1) distort-.
ing the meaning of iesp‘scqres and 2) using 1nformation gaimed to.
clasgify students for the convenience of pre-set curriculim rather than

to modify instyuction for helping the student to learn. ’ .

Because he has a head start in two important factors in.language
learning, which posed considerable difficulty to his ‘peers, this student
"might bave the chance.to be special in certain aspects of the course.
One out of every twq students had this.pattern. This is too frequent -
to be dismissed when we are considering who is a 'poor' student,
who is taverage' and who is ‘*above average' or of -‘marked ‘linguisfﬁ;.
ability’, and too serious fo be ignored when wé are planning foreign
language instruction. RV . : ©

. . DR . ) e

~ ~2

. .
~

OVERALL, INPLICATIONS FOR FL¢PIANNING. IN THIS SCHOOL . = .~

In keeping ‘with our theme of individualization, ‘any ‘information vaiglh .
forms generalisations about certain groups of" students needs to be
regarded cautiously and considered only as an.initial point of
departure to identify the myjor types of imstruction that will be the
most efficient in accounting for predominant kinds of*differerces in

28 . - .
w, . “ N v

-~ 'S . .
s 3 .
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Soreign language learners. Once” instruction ha,s begun,- dlfferent
.~ ‘needs will arise, and the type of mstmctlon wlthm a grven Elass
ahould adapt a.cconamgly. .
4
0eneral~trends in the school

e -

C In thas scho:Mwity of Form I students were cléarly interested
: in learnlng speak the larguage. Due to the prime importance of -
. 'mterest' to. other school behaviours,.it would appear that the
most effective vehicle for receiving and relaying cross-cultural
. 1nfomat10n6 would gefierally be through the. spoken language. This iw
. of course a generahzatlon which applies only to. this particular gmwpup
. - of students at this partwu ar point in time. As learning progresses,
iR . 'optimal! 1n§tmctxon will vary. ’ ; \ ”

~ ‘The high i1ncidence of greatsr performance on 'sound discrimipation'
: than any other PLAB subtest suggests an initial aural/oral approach.
" The students' fascination with hearing new soundsand saying new .
words, as well as their .interest and attentive efforts in the trdining
. sessxon to distinguish sounds; point to certain types of classroom-
activities through which the mechanics df the language wight be
.acquered most etflclently for the maor;tty ©of students, at least
initially.

’ N .
> c »
»

The higher incidence of poorer performance on 'sound-symbol association'
than on any other PLAB subtest suggésis special training activities
aimed specifically at assomatlng sounds with their written symbols. *
For this particular group of students, associating the sounds of -
BEnglish with their written s ls might be the>most appropriate point .
of departure. Alternatively, the internmational symbols now commonly
> used ingonetxcs might be a useful beginning point in the FL class-
- ‘room,’ se students might improve this particular psychollngulsnc
) . ability without extreme interference from previous associations®
i - incortectly Yoxghed.The international phonetil system could then be

. v .used in represgntipg the sounds in many of the la.nguages t6 be learned

' subsequently, ncTuding. English. _

F' . Major mugs Fithin thisy school . . ) -
While it has been suggested that the overall approach to FL study for -
the majority of students in this school might be lea.rmng to spea.k'

the language through a basically'sural/qyel appgbach, stddénts ‘could’

be grouped according to thez;‘ individual patterns of a.‘blhty to allow
‘ot only for special treatment of specific areas of potential student

‘ weakness, but equally mporta.ntly for opportunrty to excel in specific
: areas of potential student strengths. .

Y GL- "'

MC'URIH’CU

R mwxs REIGN LANGU.

_ 'Robinson M.S.¥ t. of Eduoatwn 19?4 edamines the yoalc of -
) - foreign lmgyage wg;hin the gcneml curriculum,
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Based on the pattern of scores of these individual students, four
- or five major FL classes might be devised. Each student could be
placed into a class of instruction according to his two best scores
- as compared to his other scores,rather than as compared to .the scores
of others in the group. Such placement would be designed to elicit
maximum ‘1ndividual performance, gather than to establish hierarchical
groups of instruction.’

~~. _There were five domma.nt pairs of best scores among these pa.rtic'ular
?tucl_g_nts. : o '
Dominant pawrs ..  Mithout ties  With ties
’ vocabulary and la.righage\analysis. , T 21 students . - 36 students
‘V> 7 - . \ . . s
“soumd dascrapination and® T~ . o .-
_ sound—symbol association ! 19 students 29 students
vocabulary and ‘ , . ‘
.so’and-s,'mbol a33001at1on T . 17 students ~ 25 students
.. ‘ba-n&:age analysis and o ]
"-sound diserimination . 15 students 31 students
-, -~ - \‘_\\ - - - - - [

vocadearx and ~

sound d).scrmq.mtmn > )

12 students 28 gtudents

Eighty-four out of 123 {tud}rs fit dlrectly 1nto Qne of these patterns.
With the exception-of 8 sﬁdents whose best pair of scores was
'language analysis and\ge d-.symbql agsociation', the remaining 21

students tied for 'second\best' score. That is, 21 students could be
placed 1n at least two of the fivVe~groups Mhich would equally suit their
pattern of needs. The incidente . )ould facilitate the
administrative aspect of allocatihg 8 derg of students to

each, class.

The designation of what a student does best also gives information-
about his areas of greater weakness. The large Qwrepanoy observed
between a student's -best pair of scores and worst pair gives furt,her
/ \”strength .to thé diagnostic value of this i formtmn. - '
Y
The env\’l}aged form of placement would not promote llmsam:sg:enecms ability
,-~.  groupings' in the treditional sense. For example, two students might
' be placed.in the same class because -each ipdividually scored better
n{'language ghalysis' and 'spund-symbol association' than on the
regaining subtests. However, this does not mean that both students,
would have approximately the same level of individual skills as the
' other. Conceivably, eacHh gtudent could vary ma.rkedly in the present
\ © lével of these abilities. ™ “

N
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//ﬁxample of placement i .
.~ LClass L : Lo
' Special treatment: language a.na‘lyéis’ and
souwnd discrimination . -

’ Opportunity to excel: vocabulary and ) . X
sound-symbol association ) . -

Typical pa.rtlclpants' Student A - 'poor' 1in language analysis and;
* sound d1scmm1na,t10n (i. e bottom
third) -
'average' in vocabulary and sound- _ .
" aymbol association -(1.e. middle thlrd)

Student B - !'just beloy average':in la

: analysis and soun: d1scr1m1na,t10n (i.e.
border- between, bottom thuﬁ and
middle third)
iwell above average' in vocabulary

. and sound-symbol associati’on .
According to such a program, each student could parhcnpate in.a class -
- which identified his particular areas of greater ability and his

: pa.rtlcular areas of legser ability.  Such a programme could . fe.c:tbtate
efficient -planning of instructien aimed at encouraging optimal ~
“achievement for each i1ndividual according to his own poten‘hal‘,
irregardless of his position in the general-ability range. A d1st1nct
advantage would be the possﬂnht of evaluating achievement in terms

of an 1individual's_progress satBer than being forever doomed to the
of achievement at whith he was classified prior to instruction
in the aAanguage R BRA) {‘ . .

Awareness of his potent1a1 to do well in a given area may. encoumge
the student toward greater achievement if he has the oppor‘tum.ty to
develop and utilize these abilities, _The exper:.eﬁce of success may
the student's perserverand® to m}n‘ﬂwedz\s weaker skills and
"set a higher rd of overall performance.

-

does not have the opportunity he re-
for learning. Prequently, the .

Unfortunately, sometimes a chi

-7 quires to adequately learn the ta
- task set is impossible to achieve-within ime limits set. Other—
times, the task may not be of any motivational val the learner,

T still other times, the child may not be exposed fo the taek at all.

"Ne are wasting potentuzl talentl by fazltng to g-we some N
) : ehtld'nen an opportumty for vptimen development.” )
' (Collm and Collige, 1973, p.219.) '

- ‘e
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A Model of School learning

In oraer to provide an opportunity for optimum development, a variety
»f factd®s toth within the individual and within the external learning
environment need to be taken intoconsideration. Carroll (1963) ,
dgvelosed a conceptual model for learning school tasks which.includeS8
fi17e elements, three of which are personal characteristics of the
1ndlzld1al, and two of which are characterlstlcs of the external
cornditions., ‘

| :
| : “"Factors in the zndzvidual are (1) aptitude -.the amount of time
’ reeded to learn the task wnder optimal instructional conditions,
| (g) ability to understand znstructzon, and (3) perseverance -

’ the amount of time .the learmer is willing tc engage actively in
| learning. Factors in external’ conditions are (4) opportunity -
r . time allowed for learnming, and (§) qualzty of instruetion - q

| measure of the. degree to which instruction is presented so that
| it will not require additional time fer mastery beyond that

‘ required in wew of aptitude.” (Carroll, 1963, p.729.)

The exact extent to which factors in the individual may be modified
1s not known. Conceivably, the nature of one®s previous language i}
learning experience m;ght encourage or inhibit motivation to learn a
subsequent language. ' Carroll suggests that previous language
~ training might well affect a learner's ability to understand
instruction, ,Age may also be an .important factor. Wwhilea it is T
telieved that an i1ndividual's aptitude may not increase with age i
rélative to the group, an individual's potential for mastery may
increase with age in absolute terms, based on the evidence that raw  *
. scores on language aptltude batteries do increase with age. The latter
suggests that the optimum point for commenc1ng second language -
instruction will vary with the individual. Specialized training may
also affect language aptitude abilities. Further research is
needed to investigate ways in which factors within the .individual may
be modified. . . e

4

. For the present, the factors which-are defined in terms of 'time' and.
'quality of 1nstruct10n' appear to be the most important-in the ~ °
immediate. plann1hgoi?FL programmeshecause they are quite amenable to.
change. These factors.which-include the factors in external conditions
as well as the i1ndividual characteristic of- perseverance interact L.
with each other. For example, the poorer the quality of 1nstruct10n,

the more time that w1ll be needed for mastery. .

A\

(3

The results of several experlmental courses whlch the present invest-
igator conducted 1in ‘Hawaii and Japan support Carroll’s model. Thé
experlments involved teaching Spanish %o American university students »
g English to Japanese adult students.’ The time needed -

f specific lexical, phonological, and syntactic items, _..-

of defined a level of fluency, was inversely related to
The/Xype of motivation stimulated was integrative ) .

M




~29- .l - -

.
. -

in orientation. It was operaticnally defined in terms of personal
involvement with the semantic content of the subject. (Most
- frequently, 'personal involvement' was expressed in the form
of 'emotional involvement'.) By increasing motivation, the time
-necessary for instruction and‘hastery of the lexical, phonological, and
syntactic components evaluated was si1zably decreased, while motivation

for gontinued -leaTn.ng 1ncreased. .
_,ﬁpfféj: quality of instruction would requite organizaiion and

presehtation of the task "in such a way that the learmer can learn 1t
as rapidly and as efficiently as possible". (Iv1d.) The latter implies
organization of instruction according to the specific needs and

. characteristics of a given:learner or group of learners.

"..If the students are normally distributed with respect to X
aptitude, but the kind and quality of tnstruction and the amount
- : of time available for learming are made appropriate to the
" characteristics and needs of each student, the majority of studexts
may be expected to achieve mastery of the subject. And, the"
. relationship between aptitude and achievemert showld approach zero.
T . (Bloom, 1968.)

This notion of school learning based on individual differences
implies’ an alternative to the notion of a uniform curriculum which
everyone must~compléte within a uniform period of time. If
students of varying characteristics are to-master a core of similar
- i concepts, teaching method as well as specific points of teaching
’ emphasis would have to vary. This model of school learning also
implies that some students may benefit more from FL study by
. commencing at different points in time, as mentioned previously.-

$

. * While the task of teaching according to such a wariety of learner
-~ characteristics may be difficult, the.complexity of the task -should
not stimulate pessimism based on what we can not do in planning the’ .*
] perfect instruction for our students. Carroll certainly does not
aot expect the numerator and denominator of his formula- for learning to
o converges

. learning = amount of time &pent -
~ amount of time' needed (Carroll, 1963,)

Nor could we expect every incidence of underachievement to be
. ) correctable within the practical limits of school learning.'.We should
be optimistic for having -identified means to approach optimal
instruction. Qur approach may include varying the definition or level
. of goal achievement, increasing-the time of instruction, varying the
commencing point of instruction and modifying the hature of
instruction according t6 individual and group characteristics, . -
' s ) . . .
Ce Our optimism needs to be accompanied by a policy which' upholds the .
principle of equality of educational opportunity. As Bloom has stated,

\ - .
M
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"Individual -differences in learmers is a fact that can be
demongtrated in many wayé. That owr students vary in may ways can
never be” forgotten. That these variations must be reflected

in learming standards and achievement criteria is more a

. reflection of our policies and practices rather than the
nedessities of the case.

(Bloom, 1868,)

ERality of educational opportunity -

It has been suggested that equality of educational opportunity does not
,ex1st 1n Australia because we are not really committed to the principle.
QSchoenhelmer, 71.)

"We hoZd certain attitudes and beliefe so strongly that when they
conflict with our present weak and limited degree of commitment to
equality, the stronger forces win out." (Schoenhetmer, 1871.)

A confusion as to what 'equal1ty of educational opportunity? implies

has further hampered fulfilment of the goal. Does 'equal opportunity®
imply the 'same educational treatment to all' or does 'equal
ppportunlty' 1mply 'variation of educational treatment'? (Francis, 1972)

Do we-mean 'equal educational 1n2ut' or 'equal student output'? Clearly,
'same or like' treatment will favour some and prejudice others,

depending upon the nature of the treatment and the- 1nd1v1dual's
congruence with- it

Any education which is dedlcated to 'equal student oppertunlty to .
learn' must be concerned with developing ‘different programe of varied
inputs, but of equal 'status', that will allow for the maximum output
of each student’. This approach to ach1ev1ng equality of educational
outcomes and hence, opportunlty, refers to the principle of
'equifinality' - i.e. the principle that unequal 1npu%s may lead to
equ:valeut outputs.

'Colllns and Collins have suggested that the attitudes of teachers and
.educational administrators must De made’'more sympathetic to the
principle of equality of educational opportunity before the specific
classroom measures needed can be realized. Such changes can only take
place ‘through policy changes, ss1labus,and ‘examination changes, and
educational programes. forteachers, both pre-service.and in-service.

[N

"Only through such cbanges in policy, pmmswna and pmctwea will
Australian education be able to refute the current claime that .
. it i8 elitist in nature n  (Collins and Collinse, 1973, p.220.)

.
A
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CONGLUSION

The first step toward removing elitism from foreign langyage ~
“1nstruction in New South Wales and the first step toward encouraging . -
foreign language enrolment across the state-wide ability range )
enta1ls a philosophical as well as a pedagogical commitment. One must
be committed to the principle of equal opportunity and hold the
positive belief.that each student 1s of equal worth, each student 1is
linguistically able, and each student will benefit equally from FL
gtudy, although the type of instruction and benefit derived will.vary
wath the individual.

Just as the set of expectations discussed ea creates a detrimental
self-fulling prophecy which insures student underachievement, based on
the initial expectation that a large number of students are not v
tlinguistically able', so may it operate to the reverse€. By a
commitment to the principle that all students can learn and will succeed,
goals set, standards to be attained, methods of instruction and

methods of evaluation may be determined in such a way ‘as to create

‘a self-fulfilling prophecy so that each student's optimal achievement
“rather than1his underachievement is insured.

’ . _ )
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vocabulary .anguage
analysis
3 Y
2 ' 3
2 3
, 2 36
5 77
11 3
11 13
11 36 .
11 58
. 11 109
11 139
24 13
24 36
24 77
24 77
B 24 77
24 96
42 13
u? 36
42 36
42 - 177
42 96
42 117
s9. . 36
59 36
.59 -~ 3§
59 58
59 77
59 109
59 - 109
59 117
72 58
72 77
. 83 13
83 36
i 83 58
83 109
86 3
96 36
96 58 -
96 - 58 °
96 ’ 96
96 , 109
108 36
108 . 58
.108 17
108 96
108 © 109
108 117
121 . 36
123 196
© 5 -~58
. 5 .58
1 - 38
i . 11 *! B‘
11 »ar 96
7“ v ." 7 !
4, : - 2“‘ y 7 e i
. ri) 13,”

STUDENT PPOFILE OF KANKED SCORES#®

sqund-symbol
assocxgtxon

sound
discrimigation

-

23
uy
67
77
36

36

67
86
86

29

92
107 ~

86
99
23

- 1
12
12
91

59 .,

59
72

5
29

\ 72

3
83
29

120
72

- 59 °

91
20

72

45

20

59

( 91
.. 36

- ¢ 59

12 |

98

12

83

83

29

98

29

s 3

- 112
72
83
59

36,

112
.6
45
59
83
98

© 12
T.72

~s 229

736,

LY
13

PLAB -TOTAL

ER - I

100 3

107 ,

103 .
122

4s
107
B

40
112
36.
45
1

* The pmfilet of .38 .studants are omitted dud_ tg_incbnphtiou of the
‘PIMSLEUR™ LANGUAGE APTITUDE  BATTERY. .




PRONEL

24 36
4 36
2% 36
28 36
24 58
24 58
T 77 -
24 77
42 13
42 - 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 36
42 58 .~
42 58
42 77
42 109
42 109 -
. 59 3 :
%3 L
* o o _ 3% Sl
. 59 I 1
-59- 3¢ .
59 36
59 77
59 77
72 13
72 58 .
72 58
72 96
72 96 pvs
72 96 v
72 ® 96
72 & gg
83 &= 13
83 . 77
83 77
83 77
83 96
83 96
83 109" .
83 ' 120
96 36 .
96. 36
96 77 .
96 77
96 e 120
96 120
96 123
108 13
108 477 ~
108 . 77
108, -+ 109
113 36 ’
113 17 .
13 - 77
113 . 15
113 120
119 36

29 -

23 12

29 a/// 12

67 ) 29

77 S 98

5§ 59

86 5

-16 ! 45

86 36

29 12

uy 12

55 20

55 29

86 e 45

86 us

97 - 112

11y 5%

4 20

107 . 72

.- 86 59
- 23 -

23 91

EH <::::>v/ s

77 /0. U5

‘0“" A,". .‘, 72

77 59

99 + 106

11y v 20

, 99 6

77 .29

92 117

4 29

55 106

4y 3

by 45

55 98

86 . 106

99 83

36 98

§5 112

87 45

17 . 112

‘ 16 59

6% 20

16 - 36

-~ 87 117

29 “. 45

36 106

P U 20

\,%7\{7 73

16 > 7%

~ 33 R 120

83

16° 45

. 107 83

114 59

?2 . . 45

. 7 - 43

107 98

* 119 . 117

119 . 91

99 ©106

98

45y

52.
.103
79

110

. 115
52
73
36

11§
21
73
23

11§
89

118

110

26

110

121
. 68




PROFILE DIAGRAM OF PLAB INDIVIDUAL RESPONSBS ‘

I - BEST SCORE IS VOCABULARY (Varlable 3)

. Best Score 2nd

WU itu

frequency (number of students in each pattern)' ‘

variable number
vocabulary ' .
language andlysis

sound discrimination -
.sound-symbol association.

B Sa
e .

*




4
II - ‘BEST SCORE IS mnqdés}y@sxs (Variable 4)

~

4
i

Best score

»

varlable number
frequency (number of students in each pattern)




ot

.. AI11 - BEST BCO_RE IS SOUNDDISCRIMINATION (Variable 5) -

. .. .- S . .
Best score . .2nd P ’}A/.3Pd_ . 4th




IV, ~ BEST SCORE IS SOUND-SYMBOL ASSOCIATION (Vapiable 6)

Bést score - “2nd ' 3rd " uth

.
s T, . .
. .
.

s
Hlw




"f Ty - TIES FOR BEST SCORES
: 5 —

|
|
| ,
g BEST SCORES ARE VOCABYLARY AND SOUND-SYMBOL ASSOCIATION
1st-2nd 3rd . v 4th
V3-6 = P Vi-5 -
3 ‘ . S .
. : : ¢ . .
A R Vs . Vu '
~ . < . . = - .r /
 BEST SCORES. ARE VOCABULARY AND-LANGUAGE ANALYSES
1st-2nd- rd - 4th |
V3-h . . R v5-6 - - /
F8 : ‘FL . - -
..( . VG ’/Q
» . /
Vs /.

. ) - 3
BEST scoazs ARE LANGUAGE ANALYSIS AND 8OUND DISERIMINAT{PN
1st-2nd ) . ¢ 3rd ,;? . -ln;[h :

V-5 - ve | f
3y . y 1330 : . ﬁf
. /
. \ V3 . | ) : i 6 . .
: . n’ =z , , J’L "y,
BEST scoxzs ARE LANGUAGB ANALYSIS AND égUND—SYMBOL ASSOCIATION
 lst-2nd. - 3rd » Sugh

. Wees - | V3 _ -~ __ . vs .

.- . ) . 2 - . - 3 ,

. . . ‘ 3,

. | \ V5 B : V3 -~

' : : oy FI R ' ) FI .
) ) - ‘—”’. “; ’ - ‘




,'r’."j

39 L

BEST SCOBBS ARE VOCABULARY AND SOUND DISCRIMINATION

lst-2nd © 3pd . ... utn
Y-y T v VE- _ . .
FE \ H |
L = Vi
. Vbt
- ’ ‘ - 1
‘BEST SCORES ARE SOUND DISCRIMINATION AND SOUND-SYMBOL
ASSOCIATION
1st-2nd - S 3rd o -7 mh
Tie ‘ D : I N
L vu
HJ
SR £ Tt
T3

BEST SCORES ARE VOCABULARY, SOUND DISCRIMINATIQN AND SOUND-
. SYMBOL ASSOCIATION ’ .

Jetoamd=ded L v - .« uth
© y3i5-6 . oL Lo S Yy .
T2 ' ” ¥Z ‘ :
*BEST SCORES ARE LANGUAGE ANALYSIS e SOUND DISCRIMINATION “AND .
‘ y  SOUND' SYMBOL ASSOCIATION ‘ |
. ) : e
1st-2pd-3rd Co o . 4th oo
, ' V4=5-6 . -~ V3
: - FT y 38

L]
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. STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES - CATEGORIES OF VARMABLES
) S R

) 1 .  Sex o . -

7 Interest (PLAB) _

3 Vocabulary (PLAB)

4 Language_ analysis (PLAB)
5

-

*Sound discrinination.(PLAB) ) ‘
| <6 Sound-synbol association (PLAB) , - N
| 7 Total- PLAB score -t e :
I-.Q ' . % . ..
Bélingualisn ‘ . T . .
1_- monolingual . .. :
.2 K- bilingual - . e : N

S ] Husical ‘training . . : .
' . : = no musical. activity outside of .school
S 2 - plays an‘instrumént - seliseaﬂiﬁt,pvutside of
' school - -

Y 7. 773 z formal musical training, outside of"iE)—El 'S

’

11 Pavourite subject . . - e
1= non-acade-ic (eg. sport, needlework, art, = T~
. ' - Tdechanical drawing, woodwork) - -
s i 2 » mixed (ie. student -tates twvo: an acadenic~-,u"
‘ ’ subpject and a non-acadelic one)
. 3 = academic

0y

. ' 12 Favougite subject - N*(this corrolatcd .78 vith v:tiaﬁl!
#ol 11' favourite subject) __—
) ' non-gcadenic subjects . o - <
-social science " AN
science o ‘
maths : ‘ ’ _ ¢
.English
' foreign langnagc
13 Lnast flvouttto subject e 7 .
1= non-acadonic/othcr (are, -usic, crafts, P.E., .
health, ;nidanc., schptur., libtary)
2 = aixed. C
3,3 acadeniic * ’ o : ’

14 Least favogﬂu subgoet-- ¥ (this correlated- .51 with
’ variabie I3, least avougyite sudbject) - )
.. 1 = pon-acadentic .nquct- *

« 2% socinl l;i.ncc T\ o -

»
wonn

SN X

1
ic‘Uhu
-2
Hauan

- ‘ ‘
-t

- ~ N :
[} . Lo

U, # e e o e

O I* 3 1 n—or&inif"'

:J;BJXQ‘_ . cL g<?;_ ‘lél ': :E \:‘ _ 3 Ll ‘“-!; ;




sciénce . : T
maths . - oo o »
English C '

foreign language

0w nn

aspiration '
= plans to drop .out prior to the School Certdf-

« . icate or is undecided about continuing to the
School Certificate ‘2

2 = plans to continue to the School Certificate )
3 = plans to continue to the School Certificate but
) . undecjided, as to H?S\C. . .
Y ) . S plans to continue to the Higher School -
- Certificate R - : ’

. - e

" 16 Vocatienal ‘aspiration. ' :
1= »nskilled (housewife, office worker, bank,
‘ . fruitshop, factory worker, child care, car
L . ‘salesman, cook, policeman, army, ‘navy, car
. . racer, bike racer, wrestling referree, recep-
tionist, model, travel agent, dancing teacher, Sre
air hostess, athlete.)

S .

RS

2 = skilled (plumber, nurse, nechanic, ensineer, e
' printey, artist, panel beater,Acomnercial ol
. — pilot, secretary, hair dresser, repairman,
,electrician, farmer, brick layer, carpenter,
typist.) . . :
* - 3 = tertiary qualifications/university trained/
\ professional (pharwacist, chemist, civil
' enginee{ 3teacher, vet) \
17 Election of FL study in Form II ot
) 'S 1 = a9 ‘ .
2 = undecided p 5 v
3 =.yes ’

. * . S,
18 Wwhy will you elect or not elect FL study in Form II?- N
1 = depends on .external conditions (ie. time,"
other- courses offered who one's clagsmdtes
will be) , . : B
difficult, lack of success -
useless, no need’
not interesting, boring, dislikes it
easy, good at it -
useful for'job and/or travel Yy
interesting, likesto speak in- genersl and work
. ’ “ with other people . .

~

NoOUVMEWLWN
R EEE

»
»
»

) .., 8 = depends on difficulty (ie, if one is good at it,
how one does, amount of work involved)
9 = depends opn; usefulnegs, relationship to jab, -

travel r
10 = depends oq,interest how one ﬁikes 1e!

e e = P - . - e e e e

i ’-,»wﬁ‘
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1

Wwhat do you 1like
nothin

specific (nothing, undecided, everyt ing
r oriented (ie. likes teacher.or spe fic -
actices of teacher)

course/pupil interaction (ie.
course as unusual, 'interesting, useful,
learning language, likes the adventure he

- associlates w(;:\the study, may understand

~4
0nou

8 =

_people and other countries)
= gpeciflc content (differe

relatives better) _ ] ) .
specific content | —"]learning about the way
other people e; learning abo foreign .

es in languages,
learning v words, ne echniques.new things) -
writing

speaking (includes saying words; 1earn1ng the
way other people ‘'speak; "
speaking for itself or to communicate with -
other peopl//LuOn—utilitarin)
general methodology (practical work; fiims
pictures?\\‘\\\ . .

20 What do you like least about you anguage study?-N

1l =

2

41

3 =

i

nothing specific (ie.~nothing, undég!ded,
everything) )

teacher oriented (ie. doesn t like teacher or
specific practices.of teacher) ¢
course/pupil interaction (ie. boring; useless,
difficult; too much to learn; can't understand;
confused; hard 'to remember; lack of gsuccess)
specific content (ie. specific language
grievances such as 'German','French', or Italian
hand gestures; gender, differences fron English,

.lack of or too much history)

wvriting (1ncludes gpelling, theory/grammar, ’
accents, reading) .

speaking (includes aaying_vords, pronunciation,
communication with other people)

general methodology (tests, homework, lack of -
,excursions, too much repeating)

-~

21 Conparative difficulty of your language clags to your

1=
2 =

3 =

22 Conparative interest in your language class °

.. 1 =

2

- othetr subjects

more difficult \ : -

same - as difficult (includes few 'other' -

responses: (eg."more difficult than aone, 1less
difficult -than others") . .
less difficult . '

L

less 1nteteatin; than your other aubjectl
“same - &s’ 1ntiteat1ng (inclddes the few ‘other’
responneb: "as Ifiteresting as some; hore/less )
intevesting then others") .~ - - - .
more interesting
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ILLUSTRATION SF A CROSS-BREAK TABLE

A

. ~ x ’
17: Will you elect EL study in Form II? - .
18: Why? (Basis of FL election/non-election) .
L difficulty/ease utility . interest
" v o0 ‘
A ’ S ° *
> ® - '
3 : s s | |2
» : . N
> o e ] o ) 3.
e (%] o - [] (-1 LN [~
— Q = + o - U
I e (7] o [~ + i} >
— o s 3 o 1] [~ o
3 s o 0 o '] w
0 c - € — 0 g . £« 4 o
A H > 5 S 5 c o 0 s g
Yt 1] Ut . L] + - [o]
- [ o ¢ 0 - o - w c s ! o
- 9 © @ ] 0 0 0 o c o
- © [ 3 [~ 3 (=1 [~ ) |9 [
o " 0 . oA . @ ® 0 S
0 - - - - T O T R TR
2 1 A e {, v a2l 8 F 3 - v 3
N -1 +1 01 -2 +2 02 -3 +3 03 4 (]
5 8 14 1 1
! - -1
11/ 213 2s8 | /' / 268 80 1
e 4 : .
A 10 4 5 7- £ 13 8 /|25 19
2, . K-
‘ § -17 89" -42 32 / =371 /-s1 90 s10] /' 71
S . . ,,
P .
Ye /11 /o Fis /126 1e -
3 233 A /-12] Soss . 25 87 | /.
— -
! i 1
P .
. 233 33
. EXPLANATJON OF NLMS IN CELLS. ’ ) '
A In each cell the upper half 1s the observed .
. number of students, .
ot The lower half is the percent of discrepancy g T,
2! ‘ between the ‘expactéd number .of students (calé
< culated on the basis of random placement) und "
e ’ the observed number, - / A
. . - . 5 B '
» . N, = 7 A < o
\ " a N .
R « - ) . 48 o - : N L3 - - N i} .
- LS. - R — , 7 -
~ \)4 . . . - t

LRI

;
»
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CLUSTER ANALYSIS OF THE VARTABLES - !

" 1213 W5 67 3;9 10 11 123 18 151617 18- 10 20'21"2,

IRl

.

“ ;. | I .' *

b
g

1

sex .
musical experience ‘ |
favourite subject- .
.favourite subject -¥+
PLAB interest ' ' 3
FL election in Form II
comparative interest
basis of FL election -¥ | ]
bilingualism )
school -aspiration . ;
vocational .aspiration ’ j .
comparative difficulty o
vocabulary :
sound-symbol l ,
© .assockation a g
PLAB total « .
e ]
sound discrimination ‘
language analysis ' '-

r

S——
e m——— ——

least favourite subject
least favourite subject~¥
what students like most |
about present FL study
what students like least '
about present FL study -

—
e

NRPEEEEE. R o090 s o
FoOWwoNwon Ffaomo

~
~N

\L - .=

- T ‘ o major groups

The most,interest;ng results of the cluster anélys' appear in the division into
two major groups as designated above; 'A' and 'B'.?l , ‘ -
- As expected, all the language aptitude subtests cluster together with I.Q. It
is interesting that”one's least favourite subject in school (being academic)
also clusters with this half of the variables. (Group B) . -

However, within, the language aptitude/I.q. group, language analysis and sound

discrimination form a subgroup apart from .the ‘main cluster, which includes S-§

association, vocadularw, PLAB total, and I.q.
N L -

»

As with the results of the correlation patrix, sound-symbol association and* the
total PLAB are the two variables which cTuster most closely (excluding pairs of
‘vapiables which were. intended to Reasure ‘the same thing, ie. favourite subject,
ordifial and non-ordinal; least favourite subject, ordinal and non-ordinal).’
In group B, the next closest relationship is with I.Q., and then with' vocabulary
\ . , 9. ’ .
What clusters together in Group A, as well as what does not, is the most inter-
esting. Students. stated -intention‘to elegt FL study in,form II as well as N
‘comparative difficulty' of present FL instbuction clusters with the ‘non-.
ability® variables rather. than with the 'ability® vapiables.

[
) .

- .

o {4 R 3R S . ' '
4% ='non-ordinal variables. . 49 - P . . i R

,




" Ihtercorrelfation’of past scores and total scores (excluding GPA) . , _ ° s
for the PIMSLEUR AGE™ APTITUDE - BATTERY. for a !nroup of Sydney ° IR

students beginning Fors I, Sex and I.Q. are included. ‘
" Variable o , 3. 4 s 7 .. mean sd :
Nos. 4 . . 3 * ) ; . :
2 interest ' A L 403 U13 . 5.27 -.03 15w -.10 ¢ 4,9 2.0
3 vocabulary . .20 -,06 .28 .51 M3 ' 5.? 2.6
) language a‘.nalysig o %01 - .09 427 .20 . 4.5 1.9
L sound digcrimination " 23 .85 .23 4.8 3.8
6 sound-symbol association I R 1 10.5 5.1
7 PLAB tota) (2-6) L S 57 40.7 8.8
8 I.Qq. - 99.8¢ 11.0
. * t
‘Intercortglation of part scores total scores €excluding. GPA) , h
for the PIMSLEUR LANGUAGE APTITUDE BATTERY for a sample of -
. 1,201 U.S. students beginning grade 7. = . -
. R K * ' e - .
P : v ;/ -/ . . . R M .
Variable ; -~ 2 3 ° w5 6 7-. 8, ‘oman sd -
Nos. S ’ L e ‘ Y .
2 interest 200,38 .16 .21 .y . 5.2 2.4
3 voca'l;ulary“ : -3 .30 .48 .71 , 8.8 3.6
4 language analysis e .26 -.36 .58 . 5.4 2.5
5 sqund discrimination . T .87 "."6'8“ e 16.0 4.4
6 sound-symbol associatifn ° 17 TeaT13.4 uLn
- 17 total (1-6) - . - §9.9 13.2 B
3 = — :
. " Means and standard devjafionsg of variables categorized omdinally '
for a group of Sydney studénts beginning Form I . . e
. b ’ cases mean 's.D. - .
sex S . . 160 1.6 . 57 -
‘inteprest (PLAB) . . : ' 103 4.9 . 2:0 .
vocabulary . ‘ 1u46. 5.5 2.8
language analysis. . . } : - 146 L 4.5 1.9
-sound discrimination - . 151 '* "lu.4 < 3,9
. saund-symbol association 151, 10.5. 5.0 .
total PLAB - N - : 123 40.7 . " " 8.8 +
I.Q. . -~ 155 99.8° '11.0
bilingualism . , 159 - 1.2 o .
musical experience , 159 ¥.5 .8 . !
favourite subject : : 159° 1.7 N RN
least Tavourite subject : 58 2.8 6 . b
schopl aspiration . 155 2.5 w2 T - 4
vocational aspiration o .. 1587 1.9 58 N
desire to elect FL in Form II . < 188 2.1 S S .
comparative difficulty of present FL study ' 156 i.8 . 0
. to other subjects : . . i ‘ o
comparative intefest of present FL study to 183 - o s
LI o A » .

other subjects




] - - ‘ .nﬂ.jgwtsgéfgihﬂ-;sﬂsa 2 .
- _ o et -

* - * TORTPIG-UOR &TW GOTHR OF 461 ‘gL PL ZL SOTAVEINA ‘sxajedtny LITvETMO
Pessezizs 8q U YOTIN SOTARTIMA eMON3. LTu0 .c..-,lz *1qvs sasqe .ﬂ_\ e

“a . . . . . o o
I ‘ - , . - 1
1 7 S IR C . ) .
- . . 3 . . ‘.
> NS o ) : : *IOTE M II of UL |
d .. i B H
¢ . . 4 » - € 4 . ‘ i -
- - - . - ) . . - v - . -
e L - o= > - . . ’- T e,
3 - - - . - . 3
N N . . B [ , L. . E _ ' dsy cuopseems 91 .
) &N “ ‘ . - - . ‘ R ) .‘ ¥ ! s ,
A I N ‘ ’ . v - A s : v < ) " A,
S NI I L - - S .+ ey Totwog G .
) - N - - . . »” o <
R . . -3 . ., . RN . 4
. e R .- e . " j0efqng Ay jwver €. X
' s . ee Lis= < . « 4o _
, - s - ‘. ° * .
w e R - e _Syoefeng-tawg 14
. : . - . ~ . * . ]
o : R - - oo R
. PR . ! . . . N B LI . :
M f < L i L
w» x ' - ¥ et v LY o
N . .
-y .. .- - T i A
PR - .
N ~ o . . . R
I o ® L N . eI 6
Vo v - - B - - )
.M { t. . T i : - ” R
H M L . - . . . - >
§ 5 o. v N L . - c ez ¢
f we : - - - ,
Y IRV ¢ 1 ‘. . - . . - o
w..w (S . ; - ) o ) . T mla ey L
i .
v . - . R b - op P
- ; .b * ye . ’ T . ~ c 8 - . N ‘ o » .
i SR : .o 9 : S A S 1 . . . 180 Ie3ye7~punog 9
». [ . . " e © & .'.‘rr
i _ . . - . " A N - €
[ . 61~ . €2°, v %%° €2 : . ) . HOTyRaTHLIONIG P § .
A* 4 > - - ' 4 - T ~ot
b M » > L -

@ , ”e 12 0% B <34 [ A0 - L=~ . ! sexeyur 2

Yy e i : . . : . * SR
. 9t 9”"e - [+ t2° - . ‘ . ey .
*yeI *3ita el “dsy *dey andisweefqngeang *xaeny ‘Suritg " W% TRIOL°ITRUNOR *BIg PNy twy Buel ‘qwoop  .°juy reg - .

- cdus) IImiefWOTIvOe; TPONOS [ T te ol | : S 14 LY ¥4 3 . LT .
_. & oo 9 11! > -, ; . L. e
N - ~ - . - - > -

!




| ' FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF PART SCORES AND TOTAL SCORES ON THE

[ -

.. pmswga 'LANGUAGE APTI

E BATTERY FOR A GROUP OF FORM I STUDENTS

i . . . AND\RA KED VALUES E‘OR EACH SCORE.
"part 3 - wocabulary part 4 - language analysis .
score: frequency rank , s o, Score fredquenay rank )
> -0, 3- 2 ) 5 3 v
B! 3 5. 1 3 7.8
R I T SRt R
—~ 4 19 42 - 4 . 16 58.
5 . 16 14 S 22 77
6 . 10 Y72, ' 6 15 96
7 St 83- .- 7., 12 109 “
8 14 .96 8 h 3 11
‘e’ 10 . -108 - 9 - 4 120
10 S 113 - 7 - 10 1 123
1’ 2 119 i
12 2 121 Lot
13 1 - 123
[) B
part 5 - sound discrimination part 6 - sound-symbol association
score frequency - rank " score fx;eguency rank
% 1 1. .3 -1 1°
2 2 - 4 3 3 .
5 1 4. . 5 1 S :
6 . 2 5 6 3 "6
7 6 9 7 9 12
8 8 .16 8 7 .20, N ‘o
9 6 - 23 " 9. 11 29 “
10 5 29 10, « 4 36
11 9 36 - 11, iB 45
12 8 . 44 . 12 6 59
13" 13 55 , 13 10 72 :
14 11 67 _ 14 11 83 1
15 1Q 77 . 15 s . 91
.16 7 -~ 86 ;:} 16 10 98
‘i; . g s 92 ¢ - 17 6 106
15 9 Yo7 SR+ 3 117
20 2= . 1 d " 20. 3 120 :
g% , - 3 114 i "21. 1 , 122 .
23 5 , 119 S
24 2 122 ‘. * -
‘part 7 - 'total PLAB LT . .
'sco;;e frequendy rank .. 8core . frequency rank
12 . ' 1' o1 s “ 41y -8 ’ 62
19 1 - vt .42 0 L3 68
23 1 '3 .43 8 73 \
24 3 ' 4. T ‘. 79
25 . - s s ‘ 83 .
26 Y-1 6 S /8 .89 . &
27. 1 21 j 47« 7 . 6 y 96
, 28 2 - . 8 . 48 © 2 - . 100
29 3 11 49 'S 103 -
-4 14 N 50 i 0 107 -
3 -1 . 51 "3 ' 110 .
3 21 . 52 2 2112
2 .23 53 4 115
4 26 54 . 1 118
5 - 31 ot 4 56 . 1 119 °
.5 . 36 58 1 - 120 .
3 40 4, 6 « 1 121
7 45 . 62 1 122 . . L
HUE . R 123 -
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